REGISTERED No. D. 221 


Hhe dla^ettx 



of Inbia 


EXTRAORDINARY 
PART II—Section 2 
PUBLISHED BY AUTHORITY 


No. 14 ] NEW DELHI, WEDNESDAY, MARCH 25, 1964/CHAITRA 5,1886 


Separate paging Is given to this Part In order that it may be filed 
as a separate compilation 


LOK SABHA 


The following report of the Joint Committee on the Bill further 
to emend the Constitution of India was presented to Lok Sahha on 
the 25th March, 1964: — 


COMPOSITION OF THE JOINT COMMITTEE 
Lok Sabha 

Shri S. V- Krishnamoorthy Rao —Chairman 
Members 

2. Shri Bibhuti Mishra 

3. Shri Sachindra Chaudhuri 

4. Shrj Surendranath Dwivedi 

5. Shri A. K. Gopalan 

6. Shri Kashi Ram Gupta 

7. Shri Ansar Harvani 

8. Shri Harish Chandra Heda 

9. Shri Hem Raj 

10. Shri Ajit Prasad Jain 

11. Shri S- Kandappan 

12. Shri Cherian J. Happen 

13. Shri L. D. Kotoki 

14. Shri Lalit Sen 

15. Shri Harekrushna Mahatab 

16. Shri Jaswantraj Mehta 

17. Shri Bibudhendra Misra 


U35) 


11,32 G. of I. Ex—1 


236 THE GAZETTE OF INDJA EXTRAORD NARY [Part II 


18. Shri Puxushott.Hmdas R. Patel 

19. Shri T. A. Patil 

20. Shri A. V. Ragbavan 

21. Shri Raghunath Singh 

22. Chowdhry Ram Sewak 

23. Shri Bhola Raut 

24. Dr. L. M. Singhvi 

25. Shri M. P. Swamy 

26. Shri U. M. Trivedi 

27. Shri Radhelal Vyas 

28. Shri Balkrishna Wasnik 

29. Shri Ram Sewak Yadav 

30. Shri Asoke K. Sen 

Rajya Sabha 

31. Shri Tarit Mohan Das Gupta 

32. Shri Rohit Manushankar Dave 

33. Shri Khandubhai K. Desai 

34. Shri Nemi Chandra Kasliwal 

35. Shri Dhirendra Chandra Mallik 

36. Shri Joseph Mathen 

37. Shri Raflsul Hassan 

38. Shri P. Ramamurti 

39. Sardar Raghbir Singh Panjhazari 

40. Shri S. D. Patil 

41. Shri Kota Punnaiah 

42. Shri G. Rajagopalan 

43. Thakur Bhanu Pratap Singh 

44. Shri Atal Bihari Vajpayee 

45. Shri J. Venkatappa. 

Draftsmen 

1. Shri R. C. S- Sarkar, Secretary, Legislative Department, 

Ministry of Law. 

2. Shri V- N. Bhatia, Joint Secretary and Draftsman, Ministry 

of Law. 

3- Shri S. K, Maitra, Deputy Draftsman, Ministry of Law. 

Representatives of the Planning Commission 

1. Shri Ameer Raza, Joint Secretary, Planning Commission. 

2. Shri A. N. Seth, Assistant Chief, Land Reforms Division f 

Planning Commission. 

Secretariat 

Shri A. L Ral— Deputy Secretary. 




Sec. 21 THE GAZETTE OF INDIA EXTRAORDINARY 


237 


REPORT OF THE JOINT COMMITTEE 

1, the Chairman of the Joint Committee to which the Bill 1 * 
further to amend the Constitution of India was referred, having 
been authorised to submit the report on their behalf, present this 

their report, with the Bill as amended by the Committee annexed 
thereto. 

2. The Bill was introduced in Lok Sabha on the 6th May, 1963- 
The motion for reference of the Bill to a Joint Committee of the 
Houses was moved in Lo,k Sabha by Shri Asolce K. Sen, Minister of 
Law, on the 18th September, 1963 and was discussed and adopted 
on the 19th September, 1963. 

3- Rajya Sabha discussed and concurred jn the said motion on 
the 21st September, 1963. 

4. The message from Rajya Sabha was published in the Lok 
Sabha Bulletin, Part II, dated the 23rd September, 1963. 

5. The Committee held 14 sittings in all. 

6. The first sitting of the Committee was held on the 23rd 
September, 1963 to draw up their programme of work. The Com¬ 
mittee at this sitting decided to hear oral evidence from interested 
bodies/associations etc- and to issue a Press Communique inviting 
memoranda for the purpose by the 5th October, 1963. As the Com¬ 
mittee received a number of representations from some Members 
of Parliament and various parties pleading that the time for submis¬ 
sion of memoranda on the Bill was verj short, the Committee, at 
their second sitting held on the 11th October, 1.963, decided to extend 
the time for submission of memoranda cn the Bill upto the 15th 
November, 1963, and to issue a Press Communique to that effect. 

At their ninth sitting, held on the 28lh January, 1964, when the 
Committee considered the question whether nine additional State 
Acts might be added in clause 3 of the Bill, the Committee felt that 

the public might be given an opportunity to submit their views to 

the Committee on those nine State Acts also. Accordingly, another 

‘Published in the Gazelle of India, Extraordinary, Part II, Section 2, 
dated the 6th May, 1963. 
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Press Communique was issued on the 28th January, 1964 inviting 
memoranda from the interested parties on those Acts by the 10th 
February, 1964- 

7. The report of the Committee was to be presented by the last 
day ol the first week ol Lhe Sixth Session- As the Committee felt 
that it would not be possible for them to complete their work by that 
time, they, at their fifth sitting held on the 13th November, 1963, 
decided to ask for an extension of time for presentation of their 
report upto the last day of the first week of the Seventh Session. 
Necessary motion was brought before the House and adopted on 
the 18th November, 1963. 

As the Committee desired to hear oral evidence in respect of a 
proposal to include nine additional State Acts in clause 3 of the Bill, 
they, at their ninth sitting held on the 28th January, 1964, decided 
to ask for further extension of time upto the 31st Maich, 1964. 
Necessary motion was brought before the House and adopted on the 
11th February, 1964. 

8. 1,36,141’*' Memoranda/representations/resolutions on the Bill 
were received by the Committee from the various associations etc. 

9. At their second, third, fourth, fifth, seventh and twelfth sittings 
held on the 11th and 12th October, 1963, 12th and 13th November, 
1963, 23rd January, 1964 and 22nd February, 1964, respectively, the 
Committee heard the evidence given by the representatives of 13 
associations etc. and one individual. 

10. At their sixth sitting held on the 5th December, 1963, the 
Committee decided to hear further oral evidence and to consider 
the clauses of the Bill thereafter. 

11. The Committee have decided that the evidence given before 
them should be laid on the Tables of both the Houses in extenso. 

12. The Committee considered the Bill clause-by-clause at their 
eighth, ninth, tenth, eleventh and thirteenth sittings held on the 

24th, 28th, 29th and 30th January, 1964 and 10th March, 1964, res¬ 
pectively. 

13. The Committee considered and adopted the report on the 
17th March, 1964. 

‘Besides these, 68,427 representations were received before the Bill 
was referred to the Joint Committee, 
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14. The observations of the Committee with regard to the princi¬ 
pal changes proposed in the Bill are detailed in the succeeding 
paragraphs. 

15. Clause 2.—The Committee feel that where any law makes a 
provision for the acquisition by the State of any estate and where 
any land comprised therein is held by a person under his personal 
cultivation, it should not be lawful for the State to acquire any such 
land as is within the ceiling limit applicable to him, under any law 
for the time being in force or any building or structure standing 
thereon or appurtenant thereto, unless the law relating to the acqui¬ 
sition of such land, building or structure provides for payment of 
compensation at a rate not less than the market value thereof. 

For the purpose of achieving the object in view, clause (1) of 
Article 31A of the Constitution has been amended by inserting a 
further proviso therein. 

The other amendment is of a drafting nature- 

16. Clause 3.— (a) The Committee are of opinion that in view of th« 
enlarged definition of the term ‘estate’ proposed In clause 2 of the Bill, 

many State enactments would get protection under Article 31A of 
the Constitution. The Committee, however, note that the main 
object in including several State enactments in the Ninth Schedule 
to the Constitution is to put them above litigation with a view to 
facilitating their expeditious implementation. Keeping this in view 
the Committee have carefully scrutinised the various Acts proposed 
to be included in the Ninth Schedule to the Constitution by clause 3 
of the Bill as introduced- 

The Committee were informed by the Government that a number 
of those Acts have already been fully or largely implemented with¬ 
out being challenged. Several others have already stood the test of 
challenge in courts. Some others do not raise any major contro¬ 
versial issue. The Committee are, therefore, of the view that it is 
not necessary to include all such Acts in the Ninth Schedule to the 
Constitution. 

The Committee have accordingly deleted from this clause 88 
Acts and 36 Acts only have been retained out of 124 Acts included 
in the Bill. 

(b) Among the Acts included in clause 3, the Committee con¬ 
sider that section 28 of the Bihar Land Reforms (Fixation of Ceil¬ 
ing Area and Acquisition of Surplus Land) Act, 1961 (Bihar Act 
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XII of 1962), which permits acquisition of land under personal cul¬ 
tivation within the ceiling limits should not get the protection of 
Article 31B as the amount of compensation payable for such acquisi¬ 
tion is not in accordance with the second proviso to clause (l) of 
Article 31A as Inserted by clause 2 of the Bill, 

The Bihar Land Reforms (Fixation of Ceiling Area and Acquisi¬ 
tion of Surplus Land) Act, 1961 has, therefore, been included in this 
clause with the exception of section 28 thereof. 

The Committee further note that section 15A of the Rajasthan 
Tenancy Act, 1955 (Rajasthan Act III of 1955) has been struck down 
by the High Court of Rajasthan. Under section 15 of the Act, 
khatedari rights accrued to certain classes of tenants. Subsequently, 
the Act was amended with retrospective effect iby inserting section 
15A and other sections to provide that khatedari rights shall not be 
deemed to have accrued in any land in Rajasthan canal area and 
other specified areas. Section 15A had the effect of acquisition of 
Khatedari rights of certain tenants without payment of compensation. 
The Committee are of opinion that the second proviso to 
clause (1) of article 31A as inserted by clause 2 of th« 
Bill should be attracted to such cases. The Committee, there¬ 
fore, feel that the Rajasthan Tenancy Act, 1955 should not 
get unqualified protection under article 31B and they have, 
therefore, recommended the inclusion of the Rajasthan Tenancy 
Act of 1955 in the Ninth Schedule subject to the second proviso to 
clause (1) of article 31A of the Constitution as proposed in clause 2 
of the Bill. To achieve this object, the Act has been included with 
an Explanation. 

(c) In addition to the above Acts, the Committee have considered 
certain other land reform enactments which were not included in 
the Bill as introduced and are of opinion that eight such Acts should 
be included in the Ninth Schedule. 

The Committee find that the Hyderabad Tenancy and Agricultu¬ 
ral Lands Act, 1950 had been struck down by the Andhra Pradesh 
High Court on the ground that it had not been reserved for, and did 
not 'receive, the President’s assent. The Committee also note that 
the Act was validated with retrospective effect by the Andhra Pra¬ 
desh Government in respect of the Telangana area, by the Mysore 
Government in respect of the Karnatak area, and by the Maharashtra 
Government in respect of the Maxathwada area- 

The Committee are of the view that the three validating Acts 
should be specifically included in the Ninth Schedule to the Consti¬ 
tution to ensure protection of Article 31B to the Hyderabad Tenancy 
and Agricultural Lands Act, 1950, 
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The Committee have, accordingly, included the following Acts in 
the clause: — 

(1) The Andhra Pradesh (Telangana Area) Tenancy and Agri¬ 

cultural Lands (Validation) Act, 1961 (Andhra Pradesh 

Act XXI of 1961). 

(2) The Hyderabad Tenancy and Agricultural Lands (Re¬ 

enactment, Validation and Further Amendment) Act, 

1961 (Maharashtra Act XLV of 1961). 

(3) The Hyderabad Tenancy and Agricultural Lands (Valida¬ 

tion)' Act, 1961 (Mysore Act XXXVI of 1961). 

(d) It was brought to the notice of the Committee that the State 
Governments of Guiarat, Kerala and Orissa had enacted three Acts 
relating to land reforms subsequent to the introduction of this Bill 
in Parliament, namely: — 

(1) The Gujarat Surviving Alienations Abolition Act, 1963 

(Gujarat Act XXXVIII of 1963). 

(2) The Kerala Land Reforms Act, 1963 (Kerala Act 1 of 1964). 

(3) The Orissa Merged Territories (Village Offices Abolition) 

Act, 1963 (Orissa Act X of 1963). 

The Committee consider that in order to remove any doubt or 
uncertainty in regard to the validity of these enactments, they should 
be specifically included in the Ninth Schedule. 

(e) It was represented to the Committee that (1) The Jenmikaram 
Payment (Abolition) Act, 1960 (Kerala Act III of 1961) and (2) the 
Kerala Land Tax Act, 1961 (Kerala Act XIII of 1961) should elso be 
included in the Ninth Schedule as these Acts have been struck down 
by the Courts. The Committee feel that it is necessary to do so. 

These Acts have, accordingly, been included in this clause. 

(f) The Committee are of the opinion that as the Acts which 
should get the protection of urticle 31B have been specifically includ¬ 
ed in the Ninth Schedule, the existing Explanation to clause 3 of the 
Bill is redundant and has accordingly been omitted. 

17, The Committee recommend that the Bill, as amended, be 

passed. 


S. V. KRISHNAMOORTHY RAO, 

Chairman, 

New Delhi; Joint Committee. 

The 17th March, 1964. 
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MINUTES OF DISSENT 

I 

This is a Bill of a far-reaching character and it needs to be scruti¬ 
nised very thoroughly in the interests of justice and fair-play. In 
view of the enlarged definition of the term “estate” proposed in clause 
2 of the Bill, many State enactments would get automatic protection 
under article 31A of the Constitution. As such there is no need to 
put any more Acts in the Ninth Schedule. This will be in consonance 
with the spirit of the Constitution wherein we have guaranteed 
equal treatment to all citizens and also provided legal remedies by 
making their fundamental rights justiciable. In a democratic coun¬ 
try like ours, the independence and prestige of the judiciary should be 
maintained at a high level and we should not deprive the citizens of 
their legal remedies to agitate their rights in a proper forum of 
law. It will be against all canons of jurisprudence to deprive any 
citizen of his legal right to move the courts particularly after 13 years 
of our Constitution. Any inroad on the legal remedies of a citizen 
would bring down the prestige and independence of our judiciary 
which is one of the strongest and important arms of our demo¬ 
cracy. I, therefore, strongly urge that there should not be any 
addition to the Ninth Schedule which will result In undermining 
the prestige of the judiciary. Therefore, I oppose the inclusion 
and retention iin the Ninth Schedule of the Constitution of 36 
Acts out of 124 Acts included in the'Bill. Moreover, some of the 
Acts were not at all before both Houses of Parliament when the 
Bill was first moved. It is also not safe to ask Parliament to pass 
all these 36 Acts which alone can stand the scrutiny of the com¬ 
petent judiciary. 


New Delhi; 

The 17 th March ] 1964. 


S. D. PATTL, 


n 

This is a Bill of a far-reaching charcter and it needs to be scru¬ 
tinised thoroughly. As many as more than 1,36,000 representa¬ 
tions were received. This shows the interest created among agii- 
culturists. 
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A proviso to article 31A is proposed by the Joint Committee to 
clear misunderstandings created that land under ceiling area also 
may be taken away without payment of market price. I feel that 
the purpose will be best served if after the word “acquisition", the 
words “or diminishing any right of a holder” are added in clause 2 
of the BilL 

Our planners have suggested some exemptions from ceilings In 
paras? 28, 29, 30 and 31 of Chapter XIV of the Third Five Year 
Plan. These suggestions are not followed by some States. Land 
Reform Policy should be uniform in the country and I am of opin¬ 
ion that If a suitable provision is inserted in article 31A i.tt. 
clause 2 of the Bill, to exempt from ceilings lands under such plan¬ 
tations, States will be obliged to respect the uniform Land Reform 
Policy of the country. 

In a democratic set up, particularly where written Constitutions 
have been adapted, courts are constituted as the custodians of 
fundamental rights. In one sense, our courts are laboratories in 
which the validity of legislative enactments and executive conduct 
are tested, and in another sense our courts have been constitutionally 
constructed as watch-towns in which judges act as the custodians of 
the citizen’s fundamental rights and carry on an increasing vigil to 
see that the Legislatures do not transgress their legislative jurisdic¬ 
tion and function within legal bounds. 

Some State Legislatures transgressed their jurisdiction and legal 
bounds in passing the enactments proposed to be included in the Ninth 
Schedule. 

I feel this is unconstitutional. 


New Delhi; FURUSHOTTAMDAS R. PATEL 

The 23rd March, 1904. 

m 

mxftf qm ? % mv 0 ) Jf »jfa ^>r-tfh7T fHsffVyr % frtfhrr 

<pt wPff vf htstv vry w | f^ift ijftr hwt 

"pv T?fr | mun i $ fa fkshrr ? tk «rnr ^ (v) 

% VPT(iii) yRT tmm VI T m UT 11 jfTT7 *TTI^W T 'ifrRTTT aft 

| iftaT sjfH *pt rttw wrft % wj srftir 

tifbgr v mi * v x wn sltawt aft shat Rifw ^ faq iff wfn wr &ff 
% v?r % f$rq gWr oft fWt yttt it fkwffkH vf vaat wf 

qmff % faq ht* %% % faq h fprr i *t?r: fprm m % fa iffa-ffLTrr ($*&■) ^ 
1132 G. of I. Ex—2 
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rPthirt it RftytfR RH?r ft?[ th rtr (iii) % hht ^ ft# hrt sift ht? ftr srpt RRT f rH 

HR^dd ^PWf % f<RtT ftt ffli H^RNT ST ft ftp HTR7T f*RHt trd^ 'fff 'ddf^'d ftr HPT FT 
WHT PpRt R^T FTR % farj Ht >FT HTcft ft I HR: j?H *H TO *PT HHtRH 

fsyHT % rrr Jf Rt^r Pr^ rtr ft? OT sftr sh fte[ ^ Prrr she Pprt nsr fti 

orst w=t? «T4 Hh"% h? sfV*&ar if yv Nfafimf %"WSsir rt ssn^ft ,r ?mra 
hr ft ft? r? FrpftTff fHHFH ^Rrf^r wtott qr’^ft »T^fr ft i sttpr if 

HfaPrsirf nt *jst tni ft>T snif if R?t smr ^r ^tht ntx stft? fshtr e. R?t 
HfaPRSHf RTt HtT^ «(?f *pft ftHT sftT HRif if c Rt HtS ftRT HR HR f R RTH «PT SRPR 

ft % m firohr Phht Pfsft 4tfR sit trm rt Tnif nit ft i h> sPhhhh #rtt P«pht 

ft Httif HP^H ft fsf> SR nPHpRRsf RTf H^FTT JTTT SIRH ?Ft RTT gffTTH iJHIPH 

it 5 H%<t ftnr Tprr Pr? ^hr hr if *jpH-HrRHT (h^e") s?t rPththt fxzrm; if hew fan 
orrif it hr£ HTfirw r?th *(ff wrowi Rff tr jpfV ft i Pftht sft srrpHW Pth hr f 
HR RT affe sraif if H? SHTpRH $t RTHT ft f=f? HHH 1 5t srfsrspcTT HR <r«' (rfferffUnff ?T 
PHH^ 3JH^ ft 'l 

phr! hr if r? rPts&r if crPsrPrRHf pf 1 hPhtPhr ipRR PrsTT RpTft-H fff t ff 
if hTt PRHT T>$ HRPT HPPt XJg WT^ FT ift RiTHf TlffTR I r $HTPr H? *rt faftwH HR 
ft HHW HPTRtr? R§ fttRT RT%R f% HR RaffPR RTfRIHR % "pRT RR wfsrffUTH qff 
% fRifa ftf XX tftX HftrrRRH «fft HffoTR7 NRTI R^r VR if "HRRTfRR? 
HtPlR PpR HI% RT RT Rt RT?R RTPTR <TR% 5TTR R?f W7T r ferfR if RH'lfil'R RH? 
fV RTTftRfR ^ff ^Rft ftt fHRif Hf^STTR % WRHR HVffHR fV^R Rnror ^ RRR 
R jff HtR RJR Hff H« RT ft: R>ff RT HHPT fftq^tH RHTR RH TST S> WRRT hTrR 
HVftBTR HTif % Rrq PHR HHS R?t HflR?RRRr RcftR ftt rf\X HR^ft ^Pt "Jf] WF wf\ 
tf«RI % HtRf RT fRR-^tR Wt *T?^ R?t HHTRRT ?t I 

rr vv srfsrftRHT wt hiPrh if 3 ;rt rThr 3 >Rf ww "^crf hrr>r 

if R^f HTR R^ I RH% fRRffR Rjff %RH ?OTRmR if ^ftfft {ft HTR R?t WTufpT 
HTRR RT, RTftt RIHfft ^feff fSRTft % f*PJ wk <pftt HR% PTRRf R?t f«P?ft RPTT 
»ft RRRffiRrT RTplft % fH^ ^ HfkRTRT HfHfRRH TPR RHRnff STTT RRf RPr^R if 
HfnrfHH RTTR % fqrr R^ RR ft wk HR% UTRRf Rft RFRRT ^rr RRRR RRT rPtFr 
% HRpt RfwrfHR RT frTRT ft I RR RjftrfRRRf if PptP Rir ft » HfR’RRpr RTPJfff 
# HtRT HtR RH *FR RRRT % RTRHf Rft HR% HRpfa HTR $$ ft’l 

Rfe SRiJRR Hiyi if RTt PRe RT# ^ f^TTT RRT^RRr ftRT RTTFR Rt Rf fRRftf 
fiOTflft RJR RTRt ftt <3rrtRt I HR: fRSRR f®PRT ft PfT PRRRR % RRR if 

HRpWR ftt^ RT HR WfaftRiTf Jfft RfWR if it fRPTN ftr fHR RRfRR HTRR »PfT 
^HT HT# HRR HR HR RT HpRR WIRT RTHR I 



Sec. 2] THE GAZETTE OF INDIA EXTRAORDINARY 245 

^rrfr 43 rI rpltt t % insnxf vt ?44 q?t ^foff q?t feiqK % faq; *4 
srm 44 tPcssi 44 YT 4 UT 5 ? 4 r 4F44T4 4 *4 qfc*D? qft 44 T 4 44 =fh 44 T $ 
PnGi | uk 544 ttcito qrr aPtor % 4F4 4 RT 4 r§f 44714 qrr sitwr^ 
r 44 .Tr $ I 444 4 FjF 444 4T 4rrf44 f=F4 44 f, ^RRt 4 44 44 4^ 414 4T^ 
$t4t $ I 

44: FT 44 YR4t 4Tt 4144 444 5^ 4f fkrfo-fd'W «Ft 4T4- 

44«P4r 5Tfft4 §< t I 

^T^rr<m ^ 

4f TPTO^ff ijK< 

4r^, UV* ^TSFTV^r^T ftiH^T 

xv 

The Statement of Objects and Reasons accompanying the Bill 
introduced in Parliament specifically pointed out that the proposed 
Amendment had been necessitated by the judgement of the 
Supreme Court declaring certain vital provisions^ of the Kerala 
Agrarian Relations Act, 1960 ultra vires of the Constitution. 

As is known most of the land reforms passed in various States 
have failed to confer real rights on the cultivator because of the 
numerous loopholes in those Acts. Unlike them, the Kerala Agra¬ 
rian Relations Act was the one piece of land reforms legislation 
which sought to translate the declared objective of the Five Year 
Plan into reality and to* confer substantial rights on the tillers of the 
land in Kerala. 

Nonetheless the fact that this legislation conferred real rights on 
the people and seriously affected the position of the parasitic land- 
owners was responsible for a violent movement by the vested inter¬ 
ests to overthrow the Government of Kerala and ultimately the Pre¬ 
sident dismissed the Government. The President, after more than a 
year, gave his assent to the Bill. The tenants of Kerala heaved a 
sigh of relief. 

However, the Supreme Court judgement intervened. In these cir¬ 
cumstances, those peasants were looking forward to the passage of 
this Bill and thinking that their hopes and aspirations would be ful¬ 
filled at long last. 

In the interval, the present Kerala Government brought a new 
Land Reforms Bill, which takes away many of the substantial rights 
conferred by the Kerala Agrarian Relations Act, 1960 (Kerala Act 
IV of 1961). The Kerala Government run by the Congress Party had 
brought such a preposterous piece of legislation in consultation with 
and with the approval of the Central Government, when the Joint 
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Committee was considering the inclusion of the Kerala Agrarian Ha¬ 
lations Act, 1960 (Kerala Act IV of 1961) in the Ninth Schedule. 

Even before the Joint Committee had finished its consideration of 
the Bill the Congress Government of Kerala got the new Land Re¬ 
forms Act passed in the State Legislature and the President gave hia 
assent within a few days. 

Thus once again the hopes and expectations of the peasants of 
Kerala had been frustrated. 

Thus the very object for which this Bill had been brought forward 
has been otherwise frustrated. This only serves to expose the pro¬ 
fessed anxiety of the Government to carry out real land reforms. 

We are therefore constrained to express dissent regarding the in¬ 
clusion of the Kerala Land Reforms Act, 1963 in the Ninth Schedule. 
We hold the view that the Kerala Agrarian Relations Act of 1960 
(Kerala Act IV of 1961) should continue to remain in the Bill and 
need not be replaced by the Land Reforms Act, 1963. Of course, it is 
our conviction that this country cannot progress or move towards 
the national goal of socialism without basic changes in the land sys¬ 
tem. When such major reforms are launched upon it is but natural 
that some fundamental right or other may be contravened largely 
because.tiie right to hold property is a guaranteed right under our 
Constitution. 

The cardinal features of a bold land reform also will remain un¬ 
expressed legislatively if such measures, basic to national progress are 
not Immunised against attacks in courts on the score of violation of 
fundamental rights. We strongly plead for the inclusion in the Ninth 
Schedule of land reforms laws. But in the Kerala instance, the cru¬ 
cial question is not whether the agrarian law, bringing about exten¬ 
sive changes in existing ownership, should or should not be included 
in the Ninth Schedule: the point is whether we should continue in 
the Schedule the already existing enactment i.e., the Kerala Agrarian 
Relations Act, 1960 in preference to the obnoxious measure which has 
been subsequently passed under pressure of landed interests in the 
State. In fact there is no moral justification for giving up the Agra¬ 
rian Relations Act. It had received considerable debating attention 
in the Assembly and in the press. It underwent thorough scrutiny at 
the hands of the Joint Committee and many an amendment was made. 
The Central Government had given its approval through Presidential 
assent. The Planning Commission had also scanned and satisfied itself 
about the provisions. It is impossible to understand why a legisla¬ 
tive obliteration of that measure should at all be ventured upon. 
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What is more important, a legion of tenants had approached the Tri¬ 
bunals and Courts for relief on the basis of that Act, and proceedings 
in large numbers have either been disposed of or are pending. Colos¬ 
sal sums of money have been spent by the tenantry and Tribunals 
have also spent lots of time on these petitions. The new Act takes 
away the right given to tenants of small land owners to purchase 
small land owners rights. About 24,000 petitions were filed in the vari¬ 
ous Tribunals of Kerala for purchase of these rights. In many pur¬ 
chase price was also deposited. These petitioners are not given any 
rights under the new Act. This is the way socialism is implemented 
in our country. The Congress Party as well as the Praja Socialist 
Party formed the coalition Government in Kerala in 1960. As a Gov¬ 
ernment these two parties brought about quite a number of Amend¬ 
ments to the Kerala Agrarian Relations Act. Kerala Act TV of 1961 
w*3 thus passed. When all this has been done, the final product re¬ 
presents the views of the Communist Party which originally brought 
the Bill: the Congress and the P.S.P. which subsequently modified 
the Act: the Planning Commission and Central Government which 
had X-rayed the measures and approved them. Strongest reasons are 
necessary to give up that law and bring in another. We did not take 
this stand of ours only on the basis that there is no justification for 
repealing Kerala Act IV ef 1961. We take the further stand that the 
Land Reforms Act recently passed by the Kerala Legislature and 
which is sought to be inserted in the Ninth Schedule is injurious to 
the agrarian community, viz. cultivating tenants and contradicts the 
principal features of agrarian reforms. Any sound land reform law 
must answer the following tests: (1) Does it produce substantial re¬ 
duction of rents from their current levels so as to facilitate more 
rapid improvement in the economic conditions of tenants; (2) Does 
it transform tenants into owners of the land they till while putting 
an end to the vestiges of landlord-tenant relationship; (3) Does it in¬ 
vest the tenants, with absolute security of tenure and inhibit resump¬ 
tion of holdings; (4) Is there effective ceiling enforced in regard to 
agricultural holdings and is there a capable machinery for the utilisa¬ 
tion of surplus land for the purpose of resettling ejected tenants and 
landless labourers; (5) Are there sufficient safeguards of preventing 
large landholders evading the law in the guise of gifts, transfers, par¬ 
tition etc.; (0) In the peculiar situation of demographic pressure is 
there provision of security of occupation of their homesteads for the 
landless labourers called Kudikidappukars. 

Take for instance the chapter dealing with ceiling which provides 
for assumption and distribution of surplus land. Broadly speaking 
the various clauses of the Act defeat the very purpose of the chapter. 
The exclusion of plantations which are many in Kerala, of cashew 
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estates of 10 acres and above which are quite a few in the State, of 
pepper and areca gardens of 5 acres and above which are also numer¬ 
ous, of Kayal Padasekharams of Kuttanad area, which runs into seve¬ 
ral tens and thousands of acres kept in a few hands, of wakfs, private 
or public, etc. effectively defeat the object of providing for ceiling. 
The new definition of small holders and standard acres in the Kerala 
context gives a larger area to the owners. Agricultural companies 
which were included in the earlier law are kept out of the ceiling 
provisions in the new Land Reforms Act. Above all a general power, 
unguided we should say, has been taken by Government to exempt 
any land from the ceiling provisions “on account of any special use 
to which it may be put” or for converting it into plantations or for 
expansion of existing plantations. The concept of ceiling area has 
itself received an extended meaning; with the result that families and 
individuals can keep unlimited extents on the score of sub-families 
or on account of lineal descendants. It is purposeless to keep the 
chapter on ceilings in the law with these flood-gates for escape kept 
ajar. 

Again it is the essential feature of land reform that there should 
be a reduction in the current levels of rent and never an increase. 
But the Kerala Land Reforms Act, 1963 provides for unlimited 
Increase in the rent in a considerable number of cases. This is sup¬ 
ported by the theory that justice must be done to all including land¬ 
lords, also. It is idle to speak of evolving a socialistic pattern of 
society, if land reformers become extremely sensitive to the rights 
of landlords. Even the existing benefits of fair rent fixation avail¬ 
able to the tenants of Malabar have been whittled down by the new 
Act. The Malabar Tenancy Act as it stood even a decade ago provid¬ 
ed that where better yields were realised on account of the Govern¬ 
ment irrigation schemes such increase should not be Included in 
arriving at fair rent in favour of the landlord, the idea being that the 
benefit must go to the peasant and the fair rent should be fixed on 
the basis of a yield fixed without reference to such irrigational faci¬ 
lities. Even this benefit has been taken away in the new law. Where 
the contract fixed money value for the commodity payable as rent 
the Agrarian Relations Act stipulated that it was enough that the 
tenant paid the money value so fixed in the document. But now the 
landlord gets a better deal and the tenant under the Land Reforms 
Act is called upon to pay at the new high price, the object being that 
the landlord must get the benefit of thq fantastic increase in the 
price of commodities. This is not the route to-socialism. We beg to 
submit that even clauses relating to eviction have become danger¬ 
ously wide in the new Land Reforms Act in contrast to the Malabar 
Tenancy Act of long ago and of the Kerala Agrarian Relations Act, 
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1960. There are many situations under the new law where the land¬ 
lord can just evict the tenant for mere desire to do so. The homeless 
poor labourers who live in places permitted by other big landholders 
were given protection against eviction under the Malabar Tenancy 
Act and later under the Agrarian Relations Act. But the present law 
(The Kerala Land Reforms Act, 1963) has considerably disturbed this 
immunity, and narrowed down the scope of the protection. In the 
name of temple and gods provision for eviction is made under the 
new law; for instance, there is a provision which enables eviction of 
land “when the same is needed for the purpose of extending the 
place of public religious worship”. The danger lurking behind this 
clause is that most deities in Kerala during annual festival take a 
long itenerant course punctuated by worship en route and all these 
lands become liable to eviction now. 

We can go into the sublert more elaborately to substantiate our 
views that the present Land Reforms Act will be a big blow to the 
peasantry of Malabar. So we plead for the retention of The Kerala 
Agrarian Relations Act, 1960 in clause 3 of the Bill, and oppose the 
substitution thereof by the Kerala Land Reforms Act, 1983. There 
has been large number of cases where final orders have been passed 
under the Kerala Agrarian Relations Act, 1960. Even these are un¬ 
settled by the new law. In regard to compensation the new scales 
are so high that the tenants will not be able to take advantage of the 
clauses. In short the proposed substitution of the new Act for the 
old would result in the denial of the agrarian reform to the Kerala 
State. Haste is writ large in the various sections of the Act and we 
are sure various amendments will have to be brought In the Land 
Reforms Act when it starts working. All this can be avoided if our 
suggestions were accepted that the Kerala Agrarian Relations Act, 
1960 will continue in the Ninth Schedule. We have dwelt at length 
on this because the Kerala Agrarian Relations Act, 1960 is the only 
one Act which has been substituted by a new Act after it has been 
referred to the Joint Committee. 


We are also opposed to the deletion of the various Acts of the 
States which were included in the amending Bill referred to the Joint 
Committee, Thev were included bv way of abundant caution, in 
order to protect them against possible attacks in the Supreme Court 
or the High Courts. 

The argument that some of them which are being deleted, have 
been on the statute book for some years without being attacked in 
courts is no justification for their deletion, for there can be no guaran- 
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tee against such attacks on them in the courts, except their inclusion 
in the Ninth Schedule. 

Subject to these reservations, we support the Bill as amended by 
the Joint Committee, 


New Delhi; 

The 24 th March, 1964 


P. RAMAMURTT* 
A. V. RAGHAVAN 


V 

I regret that in spite of several substantial alterations secured by 
us in the Bill as referred to the Joint Committee as a consequenca 
of the deliberations of the Committee, I am unable to endorse the 
Bill in the form in which it is proposed to be reported to Parliament 

In the first place, I cannot help prefacing my minute of dissent 
with the general observation that the Bill as introduced in the two 
Houses of Parliament clearly demonstrated a casual, ill-considered, 
half-baked and unscientific approach; it suffered from inherent defi¬ 
ciencies and was so loosely formulated that it could not in good con¬ 
science be said that there was a consistent legislative or economic 
approach to the problems of land reforms in our country. These in¬ 
herent deficiencies persist in the Bill even as it emerges through the 
Joint Committee, partly because of the insufficiency of the time at 
the disposal of the Committee and because of the pervasive lack of 
dependable data and sustained analysis of the economic and legisla¬ 
tive problems in the field of land reforms. It seems to me that unin¬ 
formed economic orthodoxy and fixity of certain stock ideas have got 
entrenched in the governmental thinking in our country and that 
this constitutional amendment is intended more as a homage to these 
grooves of thinking, dominating our land policies rather than as an 
attempt at providing a rational and comprehensive answer to the 
problems which beset our country in this field. 

We cannot look with equanimity upon the demonstrably casual 
and cavalierly approach adopted by the Government in introducing 
the Bill which contained as many as 124 enactments, many of which 
had no relation whatever to the programme of land reform. Within 
a few months there was a far-reaching change in the Government’s 
position, when the Law Minister informed the Committee that on a 
reconsideration the Government felt that it would not be necessary 

'Certificate required under Direction 87 of the Tifrections by the Speaker 
tinder the Rules of Procedure of Lok Sabha’ not received. 
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to include 88 out of these 124 enactments in the Ninth Schedule. The 
Bill as introduced in the Parliament thus did not exemplify adequate 
sense of responsibility on the part of the Government. It is evident 
that the Government indiscriminately included all and sundry enact¬ 
ments in the entourage of the Ninth Schedule, showing shockingly 
insufficient regard for the Constitution and unfolding an insensitive 
casualness of approach in seeking constitutional protection for certain 
enactments which supposedly stood in the way of the implementa¬ 
tion of the programme for land reforms. 

In this context, in my opinion it is necessary for us to harken to 
the stage of Constitution-making. Dr, K. M, Munshi, a member of the 
Constitution Drafting Committee, sought to provide in a separate 
article two limitations on the States’ rights to expropriate private 
property, namely, that expropriation would be permitted for public 
reasons only, and in return for just and adequate consideration to be 
determined according to conditions laid down by law. A divergent 
draft article was proposed by Shri K, T. Shah who sought to empha¬ 
sise the State’s right to acquire any private property and prohibited 
recognition of private ownership in certain industries and in various 
forms of natural wealth. The Sub-Committee which dealt with this 
provision felt .persuaded to proceed on the basis of Section 299 of the 
Government of India Act, 1935. The Sub-Committee formulated a 
proposal which appeared as Clause 27 in its Report, and which was 
as follows:— 

No property, movable or immovable, of any person or corpora¬ 
tion, including any interest in any commercial or industrial 
undertaking, shall be taken or acquired for public use un¬ 
less the law provides for the payment of just compensa¬ 
tion for the property taken or acquired and specifies the 
principles on which and the manner in which the compen¬ 
sation is to be determined. 

At the stage of discussion, a point of view was expressed that the 
Article as drafted by the Sub-Committee may stand in the way of 
beneflcient social legislation and in this connection the example of 
the Fifth Amendment of the U.S. Constitution was cited. Further, 
it was suggested that a new clause permitting curtailment by law of 
property rights whenever the contingencies of the common good so 
required be inserted. The Sub-Committee, however, did not accept 
this view. When this due processed provision relating to the right 
of property came up before the Advisory Committee, it encountered 
considerable opposition. In particular, Pandit G. B. Pant expressed 
the apprehension that the U.P.. legislation for the abolition of Zamin- 
dari may run into difficulty if the clause were adopted. When the 

1132 G of I Ex—3. 
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provision came up for discussion in the Constituent Assembly, Sardar 
Vallabhbhai Patel observed that it was wrong to assume that the 
object of the clause was to provide for the acquisition of Zamindaris, 
because he thought that by the time the clause became law most of 
the Zamindaris would have already been liquidated. The expecta¬ 
tion of such expeditious abolition of Zamindaris and such prompt 
implementation of land reform measures was, however, to be belied 
in due course. 

The clause was further revised before it came to be incorporated 
as Article 24 in the Draft Constitution. However, Article 24 of the 
Draft Constitution was never brought for consideration before the 
Constituent Assembly. There were sharp differences of opinion on 
this matter in the Assembly. As was later recalled in the Constituent 
Assembly itself, the issue gave rise to so bitter a controversy that at 
one time it looked as if the differences would “even break up the 
whole Constitution" and cause “our ship to founder on the rocks" 
(Constituent Assembly Debates, Volume 11, Pages 662, 666). Per¬ 
haps the bewildering cleavage of opinions on the clause led the 
Chairman of the Drafting Committee at one stage to suggest the 
omission of the Article from the body of the Constitution. He sug¬ 
gested that instead of the Article, clause xxxi of Section 51 of the 
Australian Constitution may be incorporated as an entry in the legis¬ 
lative list. 

Clause xxxi of Section 51 of the Australian Constitution reads: 

“The acquisition of property on just terms from any State or 
person in respect of which Parliament has power to make 
laws" 

Similarly Shri C. Rajagopalachari is also believed to have expressed 
his preference for not including this article as a fundamental right 
if it were to follow the ingredients of the analogous provision in the 
Government of India Act. He felt that if the clause covered all cases 
of acquisition, the question of just compensation would inevitably be 
taken to the Courts in every case, with the result that Government 
functioning would be paralysed. At a later stage. Pandit Pant sug¬ 
gested the inclusion in the article of two new clauses, (i) to provide 
that the payment of compensation might be in cash or in securities 
or bonds or partly in cash and partly in securities, and (ii) to ensure 
that no law providing for the acquisition or taking possession of pro¬ 
perty would be called in question in any court. This was generally 
considered to be somewhat sweeping. 

The article which Anally emerged through the welter of conflict¬ 
ing opinions was essentially a compromise, a “just compromise” as 
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Dr. K. M. Munshi put it in the course of his speech winding up the 
debate. Dr. Munshi and Mr. Alladi Krishnaswami Aiyar strenuously 
defended the provision of judicial review in respect of the quantum 
of compensation. Mr. Aiyar elucidated the accepted legal position in 
this regard in the following words:— 

“The court is not to regard itself as a super Legislature and sit 
in judgment over the act of the Legislature as a Court of 

Appeal or review.The province of the Court 

is normally to administer the law as enacted by the Legis¬ 
lature within the limits of its power. Of course, if the 
legislation is a colourable device, a contrivance to outstep 
the limits of the legislative power, or to use the language 
of private law, is a fraudulent exercise of the power, the 
Court may pronounce the legislation to be invalid or ultra 
vires.... The Court will have to proceed on the footing 
that the legislation is intro. Vires. A Constitutional Statute 
cannot be considered as if it were a municipal enactment 
and the Legislature is entitled to enact any legislation in 
the plenitude of the power confided to it” (Constituent 
Assembly Debates, Vol. IX, Pp. 1272—74).” 

Pandit Jawaharlal Nehru who moved for the consideration of the 
finally amended draft article felt that it would balance seemingly 
conflicting considerations of individual’s right to prow’-ty and the 
community’s interest in that property. According to Pandit Nehru, 
three broad propositions were implied by the article, namely, (i) 
that there would be no expropriation without compensation; (li) that 
a distinction had to be made between “petty acquisitions” and large 
schemes of social reform and social engineering; and (iii) that the 
balancing authority ultimately could only be the Legislature which 
had to keep before it all the relevant factors. He felt that so far as 
the question of compensation was concerned, the judiciary did not 
come into the picture unless there had been a gross abuse of the law 
or a fraud on the Constitution. (See Constituent Assembly Debates 
Vol. IX). The foregoing analysis of the traveux preparatoire of our 
Constitution shows that there is no justification for the Union Law 
Minister’s claim that no new principle is now being sought to be in¬ 
troduced through the Bill or that the Bill was necessitated because 
of certain unforeseen and unanticipated difficulties. The fact that 
several of these enactments pertaining to land reform were challeng¬ 
ed successfully in courts of law demonstrates that the various State 
Governments paid scant regard to reason, equity and Constitutional 
propriety. It is not that the Courts have failed to apply or observe 
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the principles of Constitutional interpretation referred to by Mr. 
Alladi Krishnaswami Aiyar in considering the validity of land reform 
enactments, but that there has been persistent transgression of fun¬ 
damental rights enshrined in the Constitution and heedless violation 
of the dictates of reason by ill-considered legislation. It is a travesty 
of troth to allege that the land reform programmes cannot make 
any headway in a duly constituted manner under a regime of valid 
laws and that it is imperative to resort to the extraordinary expedient 
of protecting, the whole body of legislative measures en masse by 
means of a retrospectively operative constitutional amendment. Thus 
every piece of legislation which was struck down yesterday by courts 
of law rises by the flat of this Constitutional amendment to the dig¬ 
nity of valid and enforceable legislation today. To cite the most 
manifest miscarriage of reason and justice, a definition of “family” 
which was pronounced as arbitrary and unreasonable by the Supreme 
Court will be enthroned by the magic of this amendment. 

In securing such blanket protection for the entire body of land 
legislation in this country, the Government have shown a rare and 
unprecedented disregard for Constitutional principles. 

A Constitution of a country is the sheetanchor of organic and 
fundamental principles. The laws of the land have to be tested at 
its anvil. What is being attempted through this Constitutional am¬ 
endment is to bend the Constitution to conform to certain legislative 
enactments. 

In my opinion, it is highly improper to bring into existence a cata¬ 
logue of pretected legislation the propriety or soundness of which 
we can scarcely vouchsafe. The Ninth Schedule Is a monument of 
ineptitude end lack of self-confidence as it is a confession 
of the failure of the Government to define "estate”, in an ade¬ 
quate and expressive manner, so as to obviate the need of appending 
a halting and hesitating inventory of enactments 

I have no hesitation in agreeing that the principle of ceilings as 
such does not offend against fundamental rights, social justice and 
public policy. But there is no warrant for spreading the umbrella 
of Constitutional protection over ceiling legislation which is neither 
good law nor sound economics. This is evidently so in respect of 
many of the enactments sought to be protected and against which 
memorialists and witnesses before the Committee made out a really 
persuasive case. 

Much less is there any rationale in protecting tenancy and revenue 
legislation as a whole or legislation which has not been challenged in 
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any court of law and particularly when even the nature of such ap¬ 
prehended future challenge is not known. In this Constitutional am¬ 
endment, legislative irrelevance and lack of specific objects seem to 
have reached a high watermark, characterising this as a piece of 
predatory legislation. 

It is not possible comprehensively to consider the desirability of 
this Constitutional amendment on the yardstick of economic and 
agronomic considerations because of the absence of reliable data. It 
is nevertheless possible to infer that the enactments which are sought 
to be protected are not likely to check fragmentation of holdings and 
promote scientific, progressive and growing agriculture committed 
to r increasing productivity. The social revolution about which the 
arcjutects of our land reforms vexed eloquent has yet to materialise; 
the problems of the landless and the small land-holders are 
still staring us in the face; our agriculture continues to 
suffer from conditions of stagnation, marked by surplus man-power 
and chronic under-employment; our yield per acre has been obstinate¬ 
ly low. The tabulated figures in the recent Census of land holdings 
and cultivation and various studies on the subject convincingly sub¬ 
stantiate these propositions and leave us no option but to conclude 
that there is something fundamentally lacking in the land reform 
programme of our country and that land reform measures require 
a radical reorientation and far-reaching fundamental thinking. 

In certain specific matters, I have associated myself with two 
other colleagues and have, therefore, refrained from repeating the 
points of dissent dealt with therein. 


New Delhi; 

The. 24 th March, 1964. 


L. M. SINGHVL 
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Bill No. 26 >B of 1963 

THE CONSTITUTION (SEVENTEENTH AMENDMENT} 

BILL, 1963 

[AS REPORTED BY THE JOINT COMMITTEE] 

(Words side-lined or underlined indicate the amendments suggested 
by the Committee; asterisks indicate omissions.) 

A 

BILL 

further to amend the Constitution of India. 

Be it enacted by Parliament in the Fifteenth Year of the 
Republic of India as follows: — 

1. This Act may be called the Constitution (Seventeenth Amend¬ 
ment) Act, 1964. 

2. In article 31A of the Constitution,— 5 

(i) in clause (1), after the existing proviso, the following 
proviso shall be inserted, namely:— 

“Provided further that where any law makes any provi¬ 
sion for the acquisition by the State of any estate and where 
any land comprised therein is held by a person under his IO?r 
personal cultivation, it shall not be lawful for the State to 
acquire any portion of such land as is within the ceiling limit 
applicable to him under any law for the time being in force 
or any building or structure standing thereon or appurtenant 
thereto unless the law relating to the acquisition of such '5 
land, building or structure, provides for payment of compen¬ 
sation at a rate which shall not be less than the market value 
thereof.”; 
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(ii) in clause ( 2 ), for sub-clause (a), the following sub¬ 
clause shall be substituted and shall be deemed always to have 
been substituted, namely: — 

1 (a) the expression “estate” shall, in relation to any local 
5 area, have the same meaning as that expression or its local 

equivalent has in the existing law relating to land tenures in 
force in that area and shall also include— 

(i) any jagir, inam or muafi or other similar grant and 
in the States of Madras and Kerala, any ja nmam right; 

10 (ii) any land held under ryotwari settlement; 

(iii) eny land held or let for purposes of agriculture 
or for purposes ancillary thereto, including waste land, 
forest land, land for pasture or sites of buildings and 
other structures occupied by cultivators of land, agricul- 
tural labourers and village artisans;’. 

3. In the Ninth Schedule to the Constitution, after entry 20, the A f m ^ n n 1 ‘|J env 
following entries shall be added, namely:— Schedule. 

“# * * * 


20 


25 


30 


35 


21. The Andhra Pradesh Ceiling on Agricultural Holdings Act, 
1961 (Andhra Pradesh Act X of 1961). 

22. Andhra Pradesh (Telangana Area) Tenancy and Agricul¬ 
tural Lands (Validation) Act, 1961 (Andhra Pradesh Act 

CT~ ofTiiSiy: 

23. The Andhra Pradesh (Telangana Area) Ijara and Kowli 
Land Cancellation of Irregular Pattas and Abolition of 
Concessional Assessment Act, 1961 (Andhra Pradesh Act 
XXXVI of 1961). 

* * * * 

24. The Assam State Acquisition of Lands Belonging to Reli¬ 
gious or Charitable Institution of Public Nature Act, 
1959 (Assam Act IX of 1961). 

* - * * * 

25. The Bihar Land Reforms (Amendment) Act, 1953 (Bihar 
Act XX of 1954). 

* * * * 

26. The Bihar Land Reforms (Fixation of Ceiling Area and 
Acquisition of Surplus Land) Act, 1961 (Bihar Act XII of 
1962), (except section 28 of this Act). 

* * * * 
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27. The Bombay Taiuqdari Tenure Abolition (Amendment) 
Act, 1954 (Bombay Act I of 1955). 

* * * # 

28. The Bombay Taluqdari Tenure Abolition (Amendment) Act, 

1957 (Bombay Act XVIII of 1958). 5 

* * * * 

29. The Bombay Inams (Kutch Area) Abolition Act, 1958 (Bom- 
~~ bay Act XCVIII of 1958). 

* * * * 

30. The Bombay Tenancy and Agricultural Lends (Gujarat !0 
Amendment) Act, 1960 (Gujarat Act XVI of 1960), 

31. The Gujarat Agricultural Lands Ceiling Act, 1960 (Gujarat 
Act XXVII of 1961). 

* * * * 


32. The Sagbara and Mehwessi Estates (Proprietary Rights ^ 
Abolition, etc.) Regulation, 1962 (Gujarat Regulation I of 
1962). 


33. The Gujarat Surviving Alienations Abolition Act, 1963 



34. The Maharashtra Agricultural Lands (Ceiling on Holdings) 
Act, 1961 (Maharashtra Act XXVII of 1961). 


35. The Hyderabad Tenancy and Agricultural Lands (Re¬ 


enactment, Validation and Further Amendment) Act, 1961 



* 


* 


* 


* 


36. The Hyderabad Tenancy and Agricultural Lands Act, 1950 


(Hyderabad Act XXI of 1950). 

37. The Jenmikanam Payment (Abolition) Act, 1960 (Kerala 



38. The Kerala Land Tax Act, 1961 (Kerala Act XIII of 1991). 
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39. The Kerala Land Reforms Act, 1963 (Kerala Act I of 1964). 

* • * • 

40. The Madhya Pradesh Land Revenue Code, 1959 (Medhya 
Pradesh Act XX of 1959). 

® 41. The Madhya Pradesh Ceiling on Agricultural Holdings Act, 

" 1960 (Madhya Pradesh Act XX of 1960). 

• * * * 

42. The Madras Cultivating Tenants Protection Act, 195# 
(Madras Act XXV of 1955). 

1° 43. The Madras Cultivating Tenants (Payment of Fair Rent) 

' Act, 1956 (Madras Act XXIV of 1956). 

* * * * 

44. The Madras Occupants of Kudiyiruppu (Protection from 
Eviction) Act, 1961 (Madras Act XXXVHI of 1961). 

I j 45. The Madras Public Trusts (Regulation of Administration 

of Agricultural Lands) Act, 1961 (Madras Act LVH of 

1961)- 

„46v.The, Madraa Land Reforms (Fixation of Ceiling on Land) 
Act, 1961 (Madras Act LVHI of 1901). 

aa 47. The Mysore Tenancy Act, 1952 (Mysore Act Xni of 1952). 

* * * * 

48. The Coorg Tenants Act, 1957 (Mysore Act XIV of 1957). 

49. The Mysore Village Offices Abolition Act, 1901 (Mysore 
Act XIV of 1961) • 

25 50. The Hyderabad Tenancy and Agricultural Lands (Valida- 

tion^ Act, 1961 (Mysore Act XX&VI of 1^61). 

51. The Mysore Land Reforms Act, 1961 (Mysore Act X of 

1062). 

52. The Orissa Land Reforms Act, 1960 (Orissa Act XVI 

30 of 1960). 

53. The Orissa Merged Territories (Village Offices Abolition) 

—a< 3 Toi msy. - 
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64. The Punjab Security of Land Tenures Act, 1953 (Punjab 
Act X of 1953). 

* * * * 

65. The Rajasthan Tenancy Act, 1955 (Rajasthan Act III of 

1955). 5 

56. The Rajasthan Zamindari and Biswedari Abolition Act, 

1959 (Rajasthan Act VIII of 1959). 

* * * m 

57. The Kumaun and Uttarakhand Zamlndari Abolition and 

Land Reforms Act, 1960 (Uttar Pradesh Act XVII of 1960). io 

56. The Uttar Pradesh Imposition of Ceiling on Land Holdings 
Act, 1960 (Uttar Pradesh Act I of 1961). 

* * * * 

69. The West Bengal Estates Acquisition Act, 1953 (West Bengal 
**” Act I of 1954). *5 

60 The West Bengal Land Reforms Act, 1955 (West Bengal. 
Act X of 1956). 

61. The Delhi Land Reforms Act, 1954 (Delhi Act VIII of 
“" 1954). 

62. The Delhi Land Holdings (Ceiling) Act. 

Act 24 of 1960). 

* * * * 

63. The Manipur Land Revenue and Land Reforms Act, 1960 

(Central Act 33 of I960). 

64. The Tripura Land Revenue and Land Reforms Act, 1960 

(Central Act 43 of 1960) ■ 

Explanation,— Any acquisition made under the Rajasthan 
Tenancy Act, 1955 (Rajasthan Act III of imr in contravention of 
the second proviso to clause (1) of article 31A shall, to the extent 

of "the contravention, be void.”. ~ 

-:- 30 


M. N. KAUL, 

Secretary- 
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